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THE SYSTEM OF SANKARA: 
REALITY, ILLUSION, PERSPECTIVISM 


Sankara (circa 700 A.D.) is the author of a great number of 
works: commentaries on several Upanisads, brief treatises, hymns, 
and a commentary on the Veddnta-sitras or Brahmasitras, that is a 
systematization of the teachings of the Upanisads composed by 
Badarayana in the beginning of our Era. This last commentary is con- 
sidered his most important work. It is a powerful and brilliant treatise. 

Sankara is the founder of Non-dualist Vedanta (Advaita- Vedanta) 
School, one of the most important schools dedicated to the interpreta- 
tion of the Upanisads and the one that has more presence in the philo- 
sophical and religious thought in India. 

The system of Sankara exerted a great influence on Indian thou- 
ght and it is the philosophical system that more adherents has in India. 
See V. S. Naravane, Modern Indian Thought. A Philosophical Survey, 
Bombay: Asia Publishing House, 1964, Ripusudan Prasad Srivastava, 
Contemporary Indian Idealism, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1973, 
Rama Shanker Srivastava, Contemporary Indian Philosophy, Delhi: 
Munshi Ram Monohar Lal, 1965, and S. Radakrishnan and J. H. 
Muirhead (edd.), Contemporary Indian Philosophy, London: George 


* We thank the National Agency for the Promotion of Science (Argentina) for 
its support that allowed us to do this article. 
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Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1958. Among the systems of Indian thought, 
leaving aside Yoga and Buddhism, Sankara’s system is the best 
known in the West; it was spread by the disciples of Ramakrishna and 
presented as the principal exponent of Indian “spirituality”. 


Name and philosophical position of the system of Sankara 


To the doctrine of Sankara is applied the name of “Advaita” (“Non- 
duality”), as it sustains, on one hand, the existence of a sole and unique 
real entity: Brahman / Atman, and, on the other hand, that all that is not 
Brahman / Atman is only illusion (maya), a product of ignorance 
(avidyd) that masters human mind. On the term “advaita” see the article 
by L. Schmithausen in J. Ritter (ed.), Historisches Wérterbuch der 
Philosophie, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1971 ff., 
Vol. 1, pp. 86-87. 

Taking into account the first aspect, Sankara’s system may be 
qualified as “monistic” in the same sense which Chr. Wolff, Psychologia 
rationalis (1734), pp. 24 and ff., attributes to this term in the context 
of Western philosophy: “Monistae dicuntur Philosophi qui unum tan- 
tummodo substantiae genus admittunt’ [the philosophers who admit 
only one kind of substance are called monists] (quoted in the Historisches 
Worterbuch der Philosophie, Vol. 6, p. 132, sub “Monismus”). Taking 
into account the second aspect, Sankara’s system may be considered 
“idealistic”, in the same way the terms “idealism” and “idealistic” are 
understood in their Western context by Chr. Wolff and his disciples 
(cited work, Paragraph 36) when they affirm that idealists negate the 
real existence of the world and of the bodies, and that to these only 
corresponds an ideal existence in our soul; by Chr. Bilfinger, 
Dilucidationes philosophicae (1725), Paragraph 115: “Existere spiri- 
tum infinitum et finitos quoque ab illo dependentes, sed nihil existere 
praeter ea” [there exist an infinite spirit and finite spirits depending 
on it, but with their exception nothing else exists], and by Kant, 
Prolegomena, Paragraph 13, Note II: “Idealism consists in the affir- 
mation that there are only thinking beings, the other things, that we 
think we are grasping in perception, would only be representations in 
the thinking being, to which in fact does not correspond any object 
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external to them”, cited in the Historisches Wérterbuch der Philosophie, 
Vol. 4, pp. 30-33, article “Idealismus” by H. Zeltner. 


General features of Sankara’s system 


In Sankara’s system are opposed a true reality, one and unique, 
designated with the name of Brahman, and an illusion that manifests 
itself under three forms or aspects, the jiva (spiritual individual princi- 
ple), the world and the Isvara (Lord, personal God). 

It is not to be argued that the uniqueness of Brahman becomes 
invalidated as it is opposed to the triple illusion of the jiva, the world, 
and the Lord, since for Indian thinking the uniqueness of a true reality 
postulated as unique can only be derogated by another true reality; the 
existence of an illusory reality that faces that true reality postulated as 
unique does not derogate the uniqueness of such a true reality. If befo- 
re us there is only a rope and we take it for a serpent, the uniqueness 
of the rope as something real is not destroyed by the illusion of the 
serpent we have superimposed on the rope. 

Sankara’s “illusionism” has not pleased many interpreters, 
ancient and modern, Indian or Westerners, of a profound theistic con- 
viction. They have tried to weaken, dissimulate or even negate 
Sankara’s conception that the world and the Lord are mere illusions 
created by ignorance or error or nescience which dominates man, in 
their intent of bringing Sankara (whom they admire and cannot but 
admire) nearer to their own cherished doctrinary positions, or those of 
the milieu where they carry out their activities. A case like that is that 
of Kokileswar Sastri, author of a book entitled An Introduction to 
Advaita Philosophy [A Critical and Systematic Exposition of Sankara 
School of Vedanta], Varanasi: Bharatiya Publishing House, 1979. 
Sastri dedicates many pages to refute Sankara’s ideas on the unreality 
of the Lord (pp. 36-50) or the falsety of the world (pp. 123-176). 

This book, in spite of its deficiencies, deserved warm praises 
from many prestigious indologists of the epoch, taking into account 
the extracts of the letters added by the author to the second edition of 
his work. Among these praising appreciations we have for instance 
that of Louis de la Valleé Poussin (p. 2 from the Extracts from 
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Opinions), the great Belgian buddhologist who agrees with Sastri 
because he also considers that “it is not the intention of Sankara either 
to negate the existence of a personal God, omniscient and almighty, 
or the existence of the human souls or of the world in which we live”. 

The non-illusionist interpretation Of the system of Sankara seems 
to us an error. Saikara does not negate the existence of the empirical 
ego and of the world, but he considers that it is, in both cases, an illu- 
sory existence. Sankara accepts the existence of a personal God (the 
Lord), creator and governor of the world, and that it can be the object 
of a profound and true devotion, but he thinks that His existence is an 
illusory existence, as that of the empirical ego, and as that of the 
world. The imposing and excluding reality of Brahman hinders that 
besides It another reality arises or maintains itself. If ignorance or 
error or nescience proper to man constructs another reality besides 
Brahman, this reality disappears when man reaches Knowledge, the 
knowledge of Brahman. The creative process of another reality, dif- 
ferent from Brahman, and the destructive process of that other false 
reality have place only in the epistemological level. 

Sankara started from the idea, that he found in the Upanisads, the 
sacred texts of India, that Brahman is the only real; and, as a good 
Indian thinker, with an implacable logical reasoning he brought this 
principle to its ultimate and extreme consequences. 


Brahman 


Brahman is, as we said, the only really existent. Apart from It 
there is nothing endowed with a nature that is not illusory. This cha- 
racteristic must be taken constantly into account when the doctrine of 
Sankara is expounded, and all that may be said on his doctrine must 
strictly agree with this characteristic. 

Sankara’s commentary to Badarayana’s aphorism III, 2, 36, p. 
727 (of the Nirnaya Sagar Press edition that we quote in this article 
accompanied by the English translation of George Thibaut, whose 
complete references are found at the end in the Bibliography) leaves 
no doubt and clearly establishes that for Sankara with the exception of 
Brahman nothing exists. In this commentary Sankara conclusively 
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expresses that, according to the aphorism he comments: “Similarly on 
the account of the denial (by the Scriptures) of all other entities (IIL, 
2, 36], it is understood that there does not exist any other entity tra- 
scending Brahma” [V.M. Apte’s translation] [tathanyapratisedhad api 
na brahmanah param vastvantaram astiti gamyate] (lines 10-11); and, 
after quoting several Upanisadic texts, he declares that they 
“distinctly deny that there exists anything apart from Brahman” 
[brahmavyatiriktam vastvantaram varayanti] (line 16). 

The uniqueness of Brahman eliminates all possibility of duality. 
Neither in Brahman nor in relation to It nor besides It, the existence 
of something that in a certain measure eliminates, limits, lessens or 
affects that uniqueness can be postulated or accepted. 

A direct consequence of the uniqueness of Brahman is the impos- 
sibility of knowing It and of defining It. All knowledge implies dua- 
lity, the subject-object duality. All definition is subordinated to the 
knowledge of that which one pretends to define. And, in the case of 
the knowledge of Brahman, in the very moment in which this 
Knowledge arises, simultaneously all duality disappears absorbed in 
the supreme singularity of Brahman. 

In order to give an idea concerning what Brahman is, only the “Via 
Negationis” is possible, i.e. it is only possible to indicate what Brahman 
is not. In several passages of his commentary Sankara points out 
Brahman’s attributes of negative character in the sense that they desi- 
gnate the lack of determinate characteristic (good or bad it does not 
matter). See III, 2, 17, pp. 709, line 22 (There are not in It any particular 
characteristics [nirvisesa]; II, 2, 17, p. 710, line 1 (It lacks a beginning) 
[anadimat]; TI, 2, 17, p. 710, line 2 (It is neither existent nor inexistent) 
[brahma na sat tan nasad ucyate]; IV, 3, 14, p. 998, line 18 (It lacks any 
particular characteristic coming from space, time, etc.) [na desakaladi- 
visesayogah]); Il, 1, 27, p. 476, line 21 (It lacks parts) [niravayavat- 
vam]; I, 1, 20, p. 192, line 9 (It does not possess any form) [na ca... 
riipavattvam), Ul, 2, 26, p. 722, line 10 (it is limitless) [ananta]; I, 1, 
14, p. 461, lines 6-8 (it cannot suffer any change or transformation) 
[°vikriyda ... parinama®). : 

In some passages of his commentary of Badarayana’s work (I, 
2, 18, p. 710, line 6; II, 2, 22, p. 718, line 7, p. 719, line 8, p. 720, 
line 2), Sankara expresses that Brahman “is beyond word and mind” 
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[vanmanasatita], i.e. that neither the word can define It nor the mind 
conceive It, repeating the well-known teaching of the Taittiriya- 
Upanisad II, 4, 1. 

In the commentaries of the Brihadadranyaka-Upanisad Il, 3, 6, 
Chandogya-Upanisad VI; 15-3; Bhagavad Gita XII, 12; Sankara 
refers to what can be considered as the maximum level of the Via 
Negationis, the celebrated formula of the Brihadadranyaka-Upanisad 
(II, 3, 6) that asserts that in order to define Brahman it is only possible 
to have recourse to the negation expressed by the adverbe “no”, that 
the Upanisad repeats twice. We give in what follows the translation of 
the corresponding passage of Sankara’s commentary to the 
Brihadaranyaka-Upanisad: “How is it wished to define the Reality of 
the Reality [satyasya satyam] by means of these two words: ‘no, no’ 
[na-iti, na-iti}? It is answered: ‘With the exclusion of any particular 
characteristic [vi§esa] that constitutes a limitation {upadhi].’ [One 
has to proceed in this way] in relation to somebody in whom any par- 
ticular characteristic as name, form, action, difference, class, quality 
does not exist — since by means of these the use of the word is given. 
And no one of these particular characteristics does exist in Brahman, 
so It cannot be defined in terms of: ‘This is that’, in the way as in the 
world a cow is defined saying: ‘It moves,it is white,it has horns’. 
Brahman is defined by means of name, form and actions that are 
superimposed on It [adhyaropita], as in the definitions: ‘Brahman is 
consciousness and happiness’, ‘Brahman-Atman is only a compact 
mass of consciousness’. But when one wants to define the own nature 
(of Brahman), lacking any particular characteristic, that constitute a 
limitation, then one cannot define It at all. Thus it remains only this 
means, i. e. the definition through the negation of the usual defini- 
tions: ‘no, no’.” [nanu katham abhyam ‘neti neti’ iti Sabdabhyam 
satyasya satyam nirdidiksitam ityucyate — sarvopadhivisesapohena. 
yasmin na kascid viseso ’sti - nama va ripam va karma va bhedo va 
jatir va guno va; taddvarena hi sabdapravrttir bhavati. na caisam kaé- 
cid visSeso brahmanyasti; ato na nirdestum gakyate - idam tad iti gaur 
asau spandate Suklo visaniti yatha loke nirdisyate, tatha; adhyaropi- 
tanadmartpakarmadvarena brahma nirdisyate ‘vijfidnam anandam 
brahma’ (3, 9, 27-7) ‘vijfianaghana eva brahmatma’ ityevamadisab- 
daih. yada punah svaripam eva nirdidiksitam bhavati nirastasar- 
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vopadhivisesam, tada na Sakyate kenacid api prakarena nirdestum,; 
tad ayam evabhyupayah - yad uta praptanirdeSapratisedhadvarena 
‘neti neti’ iti nirdeSah]. 

Although semantically speaking the negative determinations do 
not define or describe God or the Absolute, the final effect which the 
Via Negationis reaches at is very similar to that reached at by the Via 
Eminentiae: both give to God or to the Absolute (the one by means of 
assertions, the other by means of negations) a status that is far higher 
than everything, making thus God or the Absolute the Supreme 
Principle. 


The jiva 


Now we shall deal with the jiva. Some texts, as Bhagavad Gita 
XV, 7, designate it as “a part of Brahman”, the universal soul. That 
expression is to be handle with a certain prudence, anyhow it allows 
having an idea of the matter. The term jiva designates the individual 
spirit or the incarnated soul that conceives itself as a living and con- 
scious individual, as an empirical ego, as a transmigrating being. 

The jiva has thus a peculiar idea of itself: it considers that its 
body, its mental life, its emotional life are itself; it imagines that it is 
incarnated, that it is subject to suffering and ignorance, that it is the 
agent of activities and the subject of experiencies, that it transmigra- 
tes, being born and dying once and again in a long chain of reincarna- 
tions that includes destinies of diverse nature. The jiva imagines thus 
that it is a being as the beings with which we are acquainted in com- 
mon life (subject to suffering and ignorance, etc.), and with the 
destiny that Indian tradition had conceived for them (enchained to 
reincarnations); it sees itself as such. 

The idea that the jiva forms of itself does not correspond to the 
truth of things, since the jiva in its true, concealed, authentic, and per- 
manent nature is nothing else than Brahman, it is identical in essence 
with Brahman. See the commentary to the aphorism I, 4, 1, p. 376, 
line 6, that affirms that from the point of view of the absolute truth it 
does not exist any difference between the supreme Atman and the jiva 


[paramarthatah paramatmavijidnatmanor bhedabhavat]. But this is 








168 Fernando Tola - Carmen Dragonetti 


ignored by the jiva, is not perceived by it. It superimposes on 
Brahman the erroneous image of the empirical individuum that it 
thinks to be (I, 3, 19, p. 307, lines 10-13) [nityasuddhabuddhamukta- 
svabhave kutasthanitye ekasminn asanhge paramdtmani tadviparitam 
Jjaivam-riipam-vyomniva-talamaladi-parikalpitam|—The-jiva-does-not 
see itself as what it really is, but as something that it is not at all. The 
essential identity of Brahman and the jiva is expressed in many passa- 
ges of Sankara’s work, as for instance in I, 1, 31, p. 222, lines 4-8, in 
which we read: “For, as the passages [Brihadaranyaka-Upanisad I, 4, 
10:] ‘J am Brahman’, [Chandogya-Upanisad VI, 8, 7:| ‘That art thou’, 
and others, prove, there is in reality no such thing as an individual 
soul [jiva] absolutely different from Brahman, but Brahman, in so far 
as it differentiates itself through the mind (buddhi) and other limiting 
conditions [upadhi], is called individual soul [jiva], agent, enjoyer 
[nahi jivo nématyantabhinno brahmanah ‘tat tvam asi’ ‘aham brahmd- 
smi’ ityadisrutibhyah. buddhyadyupadhikrtam tu visesam Aéritya 
brahmaiva safi jivah karta bhokta cetyucyate]. 

But the most serious thing is not that the jiva has that erroneous 
idea of itself, but that the jiva exists, lives, and acts, experiencing or 
enjoying illusoriously all that it thinks to be. The jiva, for instance, 
inasmuch as it is really Brahman, is really beyond suffering, but it 
erroneously imagines that it is a being summitted to pain and fear, and 
so it suffers and is afraid, and thus that pain and that fear affect him, 
though they are pain and fear of an illusory nature. See Sankara’s 
commentary ad II, 3, 46, p. 623, lines 16-23: “The soul [jiva], being 
engrossed by Nescience [of his own nature], identifies itself as it were 
with the body, and so on, and imagines itself to be affected by the 
experience of pain which is due to Nescience, ‘I am afflicted by the 
pain due to the body;’ the highest Lord, on the other hand, neither 
identifies himself with a body, nor imagines himself to be afflicted by 
pain. The pain of the individual soul also is not real {paramarthikal, 
but imaginary only, caused by the error [avidyd] consisting in the 
non-discrimination of (the Self from) the body, senses, and other limi- 
ting adjuncts [upadhi] which are due to name and form, the effects of 
Nescience [avidyd].” [jivo hyavidyaveSavasad dehadyatmabhavam iva 
gatva tatkrtena duhkhena duhkhyaham ityavidyaya krtam duhkho- 
pabhogam abhimanyate ... jivasyapyavidyakrtanamaripanirvrtta- 
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dehendriyadyupadhyavivekabhramanimitta eva dubkhabhimano na tu 
paramarthiko ’sti]”. Because of being Brahman the jrva is free and 
cannot be enchained to reincarnations, but, imagining that it is a being 
submmitted to reincarnations (samsdrin), it experiences the process of 
reincarnations in the same way (it could be said) as one experiences a 
painful “hallucination”. Cf. I, 2, 20, p. 255, lines 2-3, where Sankara 
refers specifically to the experience of samsara when, making allu- 
sion to the non-knowledge of the unity of the jiva with the supreme 
principle, he says: “Hence there is room for those scriptural passages 
which set forth the distinction of knower and object of knowledge, for 
perception and the other means of proof, for the intuitive knowledge 
[anubhava] of the apparent world [samsara], and for that part of 
Scripture which contains injunctions and prohibitions.” [tataS ca 
jfiatrjfieyadibhedasrutayah pratyaksadini ca pramanani samsaranubha- 
vo vidhipratisedhasastram ceti sarvam etad upapadyate]. Though the 
jiva is not what it itself thinks to be, its destiny is that of the being it 
imagines to be. It lives as the man that being healthy imagines that he 
suffers from an illness and experiences its afflictions. 

The situation described before lasts while the wrong idea about 
its own nature dominates the jiva. That erroneous idea is established 
in the jiva from a beginningless eternity; it could be said - in the way 
it is thought today - that in the human being due to his constitution as 
such and because of the existence in himself of certain physical com- 
ponents, there is a determinate form of grasping the reality in which 
he lives. According to the fundamental principle of Indian thought, 
the principle of beginninglessness (andditva, see F. Tola and C. 
Dragonetti, “Anaditva or Beginninglessness in Indian Philosophy”, in 
Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1980, pp. 11- 
20), the jiva and the ignorance that affects him exist, congenitally we 
could say, from a beginningless eternity. For this reason it is not 
appropriated to ask why, when and how the jiva fell under the power 
of ignorance. He has always been submitted to it. 

But, if in the past the jiva has been dominated by ignorance, he 
can be liberated from it in the future, by following the salvific method 
that the Vedanta preconized, and whose aim is to cause the knowledge 
of its real way of being to arise in the jiva. This is Liberation: on one 
hand, the disappearance of the erroneous image that the jiva has of 
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itself, of being different from Brahman, of being submitted to reincar- 
nations, of being agent of actions and subject of experiencies; and, on 
the other hand, the grasping by the jiva itself of its own essence; the 
recognizing itself as Brahman. All difference between the jiva and 


Brahman-disappears;-only Brahman remains, unique-and without a ~~ 


second. On Liberation by means of knowledge see Sankara’s com- 
mentary ad I, 2, 6, p. 235, lines 6-7: “As soon, however, as we grasp 
the truth that there is only one universal Self, there is an end to the 
whole practical view of the world with its distinction of bondage [to 
reincarnations], final release, and the like” [grhite tvatmaikatve 
bandhamoksadisarvavyavaharaparisamaptir eva syat]. Cf. commen- 
tary ad I, 2, 8, p. 237, lines 1-5: “In spite of their [of the jiva and 
Brahman] unity, fruition on the part of the soul [jiva] does not involve 
fruition on the part of Brahman; because there is a difference. For 
there is a difference between false knowledge and perfect knowledge, 
fruition being the figment of false knowledge while the unity (of the 
Self) is revealed by perfect knowledge. Now, as the substance revealed 
by perfect knowledge cannot be affected by fruition which is nothing 
but the figment of false knowledge, it is impossible to assume even a 
shadow of fruition on Brahman’s part.” [athagrhitam Sarirasya brah- 
manaikatvam, tada mithydajiiana-nimittah sarirasyopabhogah, na tena 
paramarthariipasya brahmanah samspar$ah ... vigeso hi bhavati 
mithyajfianasamyagjfidnayoh. mithyajfidnakalpita upabhogah 
samyagjfanadrstam ekatvam]. 

It coud be said that even before Liberation the only thing that exi- 
sted was Brahman, since the jiva never has ceased to be Brahman, 
though having an erroneous idea of itself, in the same way as the rope 
never has ceased to be rope, though being grasped as a serpent, as the 
water of the ocean kept in a vessel never has ceased to be water of the 
ocean (Cf. I, 1, 27, p. 476, lines 32-33: “By a break ... [created by 
Nescience] a thing is not really broken up into parts ...” [na hya- 
vidyakalpitena ripabhedena savayavam vastu sampadyate], in the 
same way as the moon is not really multiplied by appearing double 
due to a defective vision. 

The jiva is perhaps the most importante personage of the drama 
that describes the Vedanta of Sankara. Not only because all the system 
of Sankara has as its aim to cause the Jiva to reach salvation (i.e. to 
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recognize itself as Brahman), since all the system is essentially a sal- 
vific path for the jiva, but also because the whole reality, the whole 
illusionism, the whole “idealism”, that manifests itself in the system, 
has its origin in the jiva and in the error or nescience (avidyd) that 
dominates it; and it is from this perspective, the jiva’s, that it has to 
be focussed. 


Avidya 


What is the cause by which the jiva does not perceive itself as what 
it really is (i.e. as Brahman) but as something that it is not, as the beings 
that we know by experience? The cause is simply the ignorance 
(avidya) on the part of the jiva of what it really is, the erroneous know- 
ledge (mithyajfidna) about its own nature, the false grasping of its real 
being. Ignorance or error or nescience is thus the cause of the illusion 
consisting in assuming that there exist an object, a subject and a process 
of knowledge (commentary ad I, 1, 4, p. 124, line 9: avidyakalpitam 
vedyaveditrvedanddibhedam); that the jiva transmigrates (ibidem, p. 
125, line 2: avidyakalpitasamsaritva’); that the jiva is different from 
Brahman (ibidem, p. 124, line 7: avidyakalpitabheda’), that the jiva has 
a body (ibidem, p. 150, line 3: Sartradyatmabhimanino); that the jiva is 
a being that experiences (commentary ad I, 2, 8, p. 237, line 5: 
mithydjfidnakalpita upabhogah), (commentary ad I, 1, 4, p. 150, line 4: 
duhkhabhayadimattvam). 

The ignorance to which the jiva is submitted is not a supernatural 
entity, a maleficent metaphysical power, a cosmical factor with an own 
and autonomous existence, something standing in opposition to 
Brahman, which it hinders or prevents to know. This was Sankara’s 
conception; those who attributed to ignorance a transcendent status 
were his disciples. Ignorance, that prevents the jiva reaching the 
knowledge of Brahman, is a mere mental affection such as the one that 
is constantly given in daily life and in common experience. It is rather 
usual to take a thing for another, to grasp it wrongly, to get a wrong 
idea about it be. It is well known the example of the rope taken for a 
serpent due to darkness. The commentary on Badarayana’s aphorism 
I, 3, 2, p. 274, lines 1-3, throw light upon this matter: “The conception 
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that the body and other things contained in the sphere of the Not-self 
are our Self, constitutes Nescience [avidya]; from it there spring desi- 
res with regard to whatever promotes the well-being of the body and so 
on, and aversions with regard to whatever tends to injure it; there 
_ further arise fear and confusion when we-observe-anything-threatening- 
to destroy it. All this constitutes an endless series of the most manifold 
evils with which we all are acquainted.” [dehadisvanatmasvaham 
asmityatmabuddhir avidy4, tatas tatpiijanadau ragas tatparibhavadau ca 
dvegas tad ucchedadarsanad bhayam mohaé cetyevam ayam anan- 
tabhedo ’narthavratah samtatah sarvesim nah pratyaksah]. Avidya is 
presented as a simple idea, of course erroneous, which gives rise to 
desire, aversion, and fear, to mental confusion. In several places as II, 
3, 32, p. 818, line 7, IV, 2, 7, p. 973, line 10, avidyd is designated with 
the term klesa: “impurity”. See P. Hacker, “Eigentiimlichkeiten der 
Lehre und Terminologie Sankaras”: Avidya, Namariipa, Maya, Iévara”, 
in Kleine Schriften, Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1978, pp. 69-109 
(=ZDMG, 100 NF, 1950, pp. 246-286), a fundamental piece of work 
owing to Hacker’s method and conclusions. 

Ignorance has two capacities: on one hand, dvarandsakti or capa- 
city of hiding, and, on the other hand, viksepagakti or capacity of 
projecting (Sadananda, Veda@ntasara, 62 y 64). In relation to the true 
nature of the jiva, ignorance on one side hides it, and, on the other, 
projects a false image of it, as the error in regard to the rope in dark- 
ness at the same time hides its true being (rope), and projects a false 
idea of it (serpent). Utilizing the terminology proper to Vedanta it can 
be said that man superimposes on Brahman the false idea constructed 
by avidyd. 

The only thing peculiar to avidya Sankara is interested on is the 
object to which ignorance applies: the jiva. 

A first product of the ignorance, that hides Brahman, the sole 
transcendent reality that exists, and substitutes it by the unreal image 
of a empirical inexistent jiva, is thus a cognitive act of the jiva, the 
great protagonist - as we have already said - of the Vedantic drama. 
The false image of its own self, created by the same jiva, due to the 
error in which it incurs, is the first element of the great illusion oppo- 
sed to Brahman, the sole Reality. 
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The world 


Sankara’s idea concerning the world is similar to that referring to 
the jiva. The world is unreal, it has the status of an illusion created by 
the jiva due to the ignorance or error, and superimposed on Brahman. 
The commentary of aphorism II, 1, 22, p. 472, lines 24-26, says: 
“Moreover, as soon as, in consequence of the declaration of non-diffe- 
rence [between the jiva and Brahman] contained in such passages as: 
‘that art thou’, the consciousness of non-difference arises in us, the 
transmigratory state of the individual soul (jiva] and the creative qua- 

lity of Brahman vanish at once, the whole phenomenon of plurality, 
which springs from wrong knowledge, being sublated by perfect 
knowledge, and what becomes then of the creation and the faults of 
not doing what is beneficial, and the like? For that this entire appa- 
rent world [samsdra], in which good and evil actions are done, &c, is 
a mere illusion, owing to the non-discrimination of (the Self's) limi- 
ting adjuntcts, viz. a body, and so on, which spring from name and 
form the presentations of Nescience, and does in reality not exist at 
all [paramarthatas], we have explained more than once. The illusion 
is analogous to the mistaken notion we entertain as to the dying, 
being born, being hurt, &c. of ourselves (our Selfs; while in reality 
the body only dies, is born &c.).” [api ca yada tat tvam 
asityevamjatiyakenabhedanirdesenabhedah pratibodhito bhavati, apa- 
gatam bhavati tad jivasya samsaritvam brahmanas ca srastrtvam, 
samastasya mithyajfianavijrmbhitasya bhedavyavaharasya samyagyjfia- 
nena badhitatvat. tatra kuta eva srstih. kuto va hitakaranadayo dosah? 
avidyapratyupasthapitanamartpakrtakaryakaranasamghatopadhyavi- 
vekakrta hi bhrantir hitakaranadilaksanah samsaro na tu paramarthato 
*stityasakrd avocama. janmamaranacchedanabhedanadyabhimanavat]. 
Cf. Il, 1, 14, p. 457, line 14; I, 2, 2, p. 494, lines 10-11; Ill, 2, 4, p. 
693, line 17; I, 2, 21, pp. 712-713, lines 20-11. The world imagined 
by the jiva is not something static; it is a world provided with a func- 
tioning so illusory as its existence; in it there are illusory movement, 
physical phenomena, natural laws, everything that exists in the world 
we live in. Nevertheless, the jiva imagines that that world exists; it 
perceives it in front of itself; it thinks that it lives in that world, that it 
is submitted to the physical laws, and to the social norms that govern 
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that world; all its existence and experience take place in that unreal 
world as if it really existed. Its life elapses in an hallucination that 
possesses all the marks of a true reality. 

As in the case of the false image that the jiva has of itself, the ari- 
sing of the image of.the_world_is.due. to-avidyd,the-ignorance;- the 
error, the nescience in which man incurs. See the commentary of the 
aphorism II, 1, 33, p. 481, lines 3-4: “...the scriptural doctrine [Sruti] 
of creation [srsti] does not refer to the highest reality; it refers to the 
apparent world only, which is characterised by name and form, the 
figments of Nescience...” [na ceyam paramarthavisaya srstisrutih. 
avidyakalpitanamariipavyavaharagocaratvat]. See also the commen- . 
tary to the aphorisms IV, 3, 14, p. 1001, line 20; II, 2, 21, p. 713, line 
7; Il, 1, 33, p. 481, lines 3-4 [avidyaddhyaropitandmaripa’, 
avidyadhydGsto ... prapaiico, avidyakalpitandmariipavyavahdara’|. The 
avidyd projects thus in front of man the deceitful image of that multi- 
ple and various world; that image interposes itself between the jiva 
and Brahman, it is superimposed on Brahman, hindering the jiva to 
perceive the unique reality, the unity and singularity of Brahman. 
Only when in the jiva arises the knowledge of its own nature, i.e. 
when it knows that it is Brahman (the sole existent), the illusion of 
that falacious world disappears, nothing of it remains. 

The world, such as we perceive it, is thus the second element of 
the great illusion which conceals Brahman from us. 


The Lord (Isvara) 


We have said that the essential characteristic of Brahman is to be 
the only really existent, and that this singularity eliminates any sha- 
dow of duality, and confers to Brahman the characteristics of incogni- 
zable and ineffable. The Lord that appears in Sankara’s work is, as a 
consequence, as well as the jiva and the world, an illusory creation 
due to ignorance or error or nescience that dominates it. The Lord is 
the third element of the great illusion which stands between the jiva 
and Brahman. All that Sankara expresses with reference to the Lord 
has to be interpreted in function of such fundamental principle of his 
system. 
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It cannot be postulated a real creator and governor of a world that 
is unreal and whose functioning is as well unreal. Neither it is possi- 
ble that a real personal God rule the destiny of unreal devotees, the 
unreal jivas. 

In the commentary to the aphorism II, 2, 21, pp. 712-713, lines 
20-9, it is said: “This argumentation we meet by asking our opponent of 
what nature that so-called annihilation of the apparent world is. Is it 
analogous to the annihilation of hardness in butter which is effected by 
bringing it into-contact with fire? or is the apparent world of names and 
forms which is superimposed upon Brahman by Nescience to be dissol- 
ved by knowledge, just as the phenomenon of a double moon which is 
due to a disease of the eyes is removed by the application of medicine? 
If the former, the Vedic injunctions bid us to do something impossible; 
for no man can actually annihilate this whole existing world with all its 
animated bodies and all its elementary substances such as earth and so 
on, And if it actually could be done, the first released person would 
have done it once for all, so that at present the whole world would be 
empty, earth and all other substances having been finally annihilated.- 
If the latter, i.e. if our opponent maintains that the phenomenal world is 
superimposed upon Brahman by Nescience and annihilated by know- 
ledge, we point out that the only thing needed is that the knowledge of 
Brahman should be conveyed by Vedic passages sublating the apparent 
plurality superimposed upon Brahman by Nescience, such as [do the 
Upanisadic passages:] ‘Brahman is one, without a second;’ ‘That is the 
true, it is the self [atman] and thou art it’ (Chandogya Upanisad VI, 2, 
1; 8, 7). As soon as Brahman is indicated in this way, knowledge ari- 
sing of itself discards Nescience, and this whole world of names and 
forms, which have been hiding Brahman from us, melts away like the 
imagery of a dream.” [atra vayam prcchamah - ko ’yam prapaficapravi- 
layo nama? kim agnipratapasamparkad ghrtakathinyapravilayah iva 
prapaficapravilayah kartavya ahosvid ekasmims candre timirakrtaneka- 
candraprapaficavad avidyakrto brahmani namariipaprapafico vidyaya 
pravilapayitavya iti. tatra yadi tavad vidyamano *yam prapafico dehadi- 
laksana adhyatmiko bahyas ca prthivyadilaksanah pravilapayitavya 
ityucyeta sa purusamatrenaSakyah pravilapayitum iti tatpravilayopadeso 
*Sakyavisaya eva syat. ekena cadimuktena prthivyadipravilayah krta 
itidanim prthivyadisinyam jagad abhavisyat. athavidyadhyasto brah- 
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manyekasminn ayam prapafico vidyay4 pravilapyata iti briiyat. tato 
brahmaivavidyadhyastaprapaficapratyakhyanenavedayitavyam ‘ekam 
evadvitiyam brahma’ ‘tat satyam sa atma tat tvam asi’ (Chandogya- 
Upanisad VI, 8, 7) iti, tasminn avedite vidya svayam evotpadyate, taya 
~ eavidya badhyate;-tata$ cavidyadhyastah sakalo- “yam namaripaprapafi- 
cah svapnaprapaficavat praviliyate]. This argumentation relative to the 
world can be applied to the Lord: if the Lord be real, the mere knowled- 
ge of Brahman by the jiva would not affect Him at all, and, after 
Liberation of the jiva, the Lord would stand by the side of Brahman, 
which is notwithstanding postulated as one and without a second. 

Brahman moreover is beyond any change (vikriyd), cannot suffer 
any transformation or evolution (parindma) of any kind. If the only 
real, Brahman, cannot transform itself really into the Lord, where- 
from could the Lord get His real existence? 

Many texts, as for instance I, 1, 20, p. 196, lines 4-11, declare 
that the attributes of the Lord have been superimposed upon Brahman 
in order to be able to do of this one an object of cult and worship. 

The passage we quote now confirms the unreality of the Iévara: 
commentary of the aphorism II, 1, 14, p. 462, lines 20-30: “Thus the 
Lord [I$vara] depends (as Lord) upon the limiting adjuncts of name and 
form, the products of Nescience; just as the universal ether depends (as 
limited ether, such as the ether of a jar, &c.) upon the limiting adjuncts 
in the shape of jars, pots, &c. He (the Lord) [Isvara] stands in the realm 
of the phenomenal in the relation of a ruler to the so-called givas (indivi- 
dual souls) or cognitional Selfs (vigitandtman), which indeed are one 
with his own Self — just as the portions of ether enclosed in Jars and the 
like are one with the universal ether — but are limited by aggregates of 
instruments of action (i.e. bodies) produced from name and form, the 
presentations of Nescience. Hence the Lord’s being a Lord, his omni- 
science, his omnipotence, &c. all depend on the limitation due to the 
adjuncts whose Self is Nescience; while in reality none of these qualities 
belong to the Self [Atman] whose true nature is cleared, by right know- 
ledge, from all adjuncts whatever... In this manner the Vedanta-texts [as 
the ones just quoted: Chandogya-Upanisad VII, 24, 1, and 
Brhaddaranyaka-Upanisad II, 4, 13] declare that for him who has rea- 
ched the state of truth and reality the whole apparent world does not 
exist. The Bhagavadgita (V, 14, 15) also ... declares that in reality the 
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relation of Ruler and ruled does not exist. That, on the other hand, all 
those distinctions are valid, as far as the phenomenal world is concer- 
ned...” [evam avidyakrtanamariipopadhyanurodhisvaro bhavati, vyome- 
va ghatakarakadyupadhyanurodhi. sa ca svatmabhiitan eva ghatakasa- 
sthaniyan avidyapratyupasthapitanamartipakrtakaryakaranasamgha- 


tanurodhino jivakhyan vijiianatmanah pratisthe vyavaharavisaye. tad 


$rutavapisvaradivyavaharah...]. 

The Lord is the image of a personal God, endowed with qualities, 
with the most sublime qualities, free from any deficiency and defect, 
object of worship and cult, image that is superimposed by the jiva 
upon Brahman. The image of the Lord corresponds to the conception 
of a personal God that India had developed in the first centuries of our 
Era. See H. Jacobi, Die Entwicklung der Gottesidee bei den Indern, 
Bonn: Kurt Schroeder, 1923, and G. Bulcke, S.J., The Theism of 
Nyaya-Vaisesika. Its Origin and Early Development, Delhi: Motilal 
Banarsidass, 1968. Afterwards we shall indicate some of the attributes 
of the Lord. Through them we shall see that the characteristics of this 
Indian personal God do not differ from the characteristics of a personal 
God reached by Western culture. Both are similar or even identical. 

Moreover, this Lord, even being illusory, is not a static image as 
are not either the jiva or the world. In the same way as the world pre- 
sents itself in front of the jzva functioning as functions the world in 
which we live, so the Lord presents itself in front of the imagination 
of the jiva doing all the actions of a personal God: He creates the 
world, He controls it, He puts in movement what has to move, etc. 
The illusion is not only that of a Lord, but also is of the activity this 
Lord carries out. 

The Igvara possesses, according to the image of Isvara that the 
jiva has superimposed upon Brahman, a power to create and control 
the world, but that power is of an illusory character as well as the 
world that the Iévara creates, as the Isvara’s creative and governing 
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activity, and as the existence itself of the Iévara. It would be difficult 
to admit in an unreal creator a real power destined to create an unreal 
world. 

The illusory nature of the Lord, of His activity and of His power, 
in-the system-of-Sankara,-is; as-we-have-said; difficult to-be admitted” 
by persons of a profound theistic conviction, and for this reason, 
among his interpreters it has been in a general way the tendency to 
dissimulate it or conceal it. It even could be thought that the conver- 
sion of avidyd (ignorance, nescience) from a mere individual psycho- 
logical and epistemological deficiency into a cosmic potency subordi- 
nated to the Igvara or to Brahman would have had its origin in that 
theistic attitude of the disciples of Sankara. We think that many of the 
theoretical difficulties that the system of Sankara rouses are due to the 
fact of bestowing reality to the ISvara instead of the illusory status that 
Sankara himself, coherently with the fundamental principle of his 
system (only-Brahman), has granted to Him. 


Brahman and the Lord as two aspects of the same reality. 
Sankara’s perspectivism 


Brahman and the Lord can be considered as two aspects of the 
same entity: Brahman, the real aspect without characteristics 
(nirguna), the Lord, the illusory aspect endowed with the most subli- 
me attributes (saguna), superimposed upon Brahman by the jiva 
dominated by error. Cf. Sankara’s commentary to Badarayana’s apho- 
rism I, 1, 11, p. 176, lines 9-10: “Brahman is apprehended under two 
forms; in the first place as qualified by limiting conditions owing to 
the multiformity of the evolutions of name and form (i.e. the multifor- 
mity of the created world); in the second place as being the opposite 
of this, i.e. free from all limiting conditions whatever.” (dviripam hi 
brahmavagamyate, namaripavikarabhedopadhivisistam, tadviparitam 
ca sarvopadhivivarjitam]. Cf. I, 1, 11, p. 176, lines 16-17: “All these 
passages, with many others, declare Brahman to possess a double 
nature, according as it is the object either of Knowledge or of 
Nescience.” [evam sahasraso vidyavidyavisayabhedena brahmano 
dviripatém darsayanti vakyani]. 
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The texts that refer to Brahman without qualities (nirguna) and 
Brahman with qualities (saguna) must not induce to think that there 
are two Brahmans, what would destroy the absolute non-dualism 
which dominates Sankara’s thought. There is only one Brahman, 
lacking any determination, who can only be defined by means of the 
Via Negationis — Brahman nirguna. Brahman saguna (with qualities) 
is nothing but the illusory image that the jrva forms itself of Brahman, 
shaped as a personal God and that it superimposed upon Brahman 
which the jiva cannot reach due to ignorance. We find here again the 
opposition of a singular and sole Reality, Brahman nirguna, and an 
illusion, Brahman saguna, the Lord. 

Thus Sankara has an openly perspectivist position. Standing in 
the “perspective of knowledge” (i.e. of truth), Brahman is conceived 
as the only real, unreachable entity, that only can be described by 
means of the Via Negationis; but adopting the “perspective of igno- 
rance or nescience” (i.e. of error), Brahman is grasped under the illu- 
sory image of a personal God endowed with sublime qualities, in the 
same way as by means of a true perception we see the rope as rope 
and by means of a false perception we see it as serpent. 

The jiva is always in the “perspective of ignorance”, since it is 
enchained to ignorance as long as it is not delivered from it thanks to 
the discipline the Vedanta provides. When the jiva reaches knowled- 
ge, only then it stands in the “perspective of knowledge”, but at the 
very moment it recognizes itself as Brahman, all the illusion created 
by ignorance disappears, and there remains only the jiva in its condi- 
tion of Brahman - Brahman in its absolute unity, singularity and isola- 
tion. The “perspective of knowledge”, that we can theoretically indi- 
vidualize and study, is in reality an instantaneous experience that as 
soon as it is produced ceases to exist. 

As a consequence of what preceeds it if to be said that in Sankara 
always coexist a negative “theology” — whose object is Brahman, 
“pure” (suddha) according to the qualification of the commentary to 
the aphorism I, 2, 2, p. 234, line 1 — and a positive “theology”, whose 
object is Brahman with qualities (saguna), i.e. the Lord. Never one of 
these two theologies can be given alone, since in this case the system 
of Sankara would be destroyed. Of course it is possible that one or the 
other theology have more presence in some determinate passages of 
his work according to the subjects analized by Sankara. 
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Attributes of Brahman and of the Lord 


Now, Sankara indistinctively utilizes the terms Brahman and 
Isvara (Lord), in spite of the fact that both refer to two totally diffe- 
~ rent.concepts:.sometimes-he-employs-one;-sometimes-the~other;- 
moreover he confers to Brahman and to the Iévara, in numerous pas- 
sages of his work, the same attributes. See por instance the commen- 
tary to the short aphorism I, 1, 11, lines 1 and 3, in which he refers to 
the [§vara with the words Ssarvajfia tSvaro jagatah karanam and to 
Brahman with sarvajiam brahma jagatah kdranam: the Lord/ 
Brahman omniscient cause of the universe. 

This way of acting could surprise. Hacker, in his quoted article, 
pp. 285-286, even dares to criticize the imprecision (Ungenauigkeit) 
of Sankara in relation to the terms iSvara and brahman, and this 
would be, according to Hacker, a manifestation of Sankara’s absolute 
carelessness (souverdine Sorglosigkeit) in face to conceptual systema- 
tics. We think — contrarily to the opinion of Hacker — that in relation 
to the use of the terms ivara and brahman Sankara does not incur in 
any incoherence or confusion. A priori it is hard to believe that a 
thinker of the high intellectual level of Sankara, who manifests in all 
his work his sharpness, subtlety and rigour, could incur in a incohe- 
rence, or confusion, in regard to two basic notions of his system, to 
which he repeatedly refers in his voluminous work. We consider that 
Sankara could indistinctively utilize the terms [fvara and Brahman 
without committing an incoherence or giving place to a confusion, 
since it suffices, in order that this do not occur, to have in mind that 
when Sankara mentions Brahman accompanied by some attribute, 
quality, characteristic, activity, behaviour or any other determination, 
he is referring to the Lord. 

_ We must “distribute” the attributes that Sankara confers indistinc- 
tively to Brahman and to the Lord: the “negative” attributes must be 
reserved for Brahman, the Supreme Principle, the only real, that is 
beyond word and mind; the “positive”, for the Lord, personal God 
rich in determinations, but of illusory nature. 

Let us point out in what follows some of the attributes of the 
Lord. 
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The Lord is the axjé 


Commenting Badarayana’s aphorism I, 1, 2, pp. 85-86, lines 5-2, 
Sankara affirms that the Lord is the arjé of everything: “That omni- 
scient omnipotent cause from which proceed the origin, subsistence, 
and dissolution of this world — which world is differentiated by names 
and forms, contains many agents and enjoyers, is the abode of the 
fruit of actions, these fruits having their definite places, times, and 
causes, and the nature of whose arrangement cannot even be concei- 
ved by the mind, - that cause, we say, is Brahman [it must be under- 
stood: the Lord].” [asya jagato namaripabhyam vyakrtasya, 
anekakartrbhoktrsamyuktasya, pratiniyatadeSakdlanimittakriya- 
phalagrayasya manasapyacintyaracanartipasya janmasthitibhangam 
yatah sarvajfiat sarvasakteh karanad bhavati, tad brahma...]. 

In this same passage Sankara rejects other cosmogonic theories: 
“The origin, &c. of a world possessing the attributes stated above 
cannot possibly proceed from anything else but a Lord possessing the 
stated qualities; not either from a non-intelligent pradhana, or from 
atoms, or from non-being, or from a being subject to transmigration 
[mythical being called Hiranyagarbha]; nor, again, can it proceed 
from its own nature (i.e. spontaneously, without a cause), since we 
observe that (for the production of effects) special places, times, and 
causes have invariably to be employed.” (p. 88, lines 2-4, of the quo- 
ted edition). [na yathoktavisesanasya jagato yathoktavisesanam 
igvaram muktva ’nyatah pradhanad acetanat, anubhyo *bhavat, 
samsarino va utpattyadi sambhavayitum Sakyam. naca svabhavatah 
visistadegakdlanimittanam ihopadanat]. See also the commentaries to 
the aphorisms I, 1, 11, p. 176, lines 1-8, I, 4, 14, p. 400, lines 1-3, 
expressly referred to the Isvara. 


The Lord is a spiritual being 


Another extremely important characteristic of the Lord is His 
“spirituality”, understanding by this term the being conscious, intelli- 
gent, subject of knowledge. In numerous places Brahman (the Lord) 
is referred to with the word buddha (intelligent) and sarvajfia (omni- 
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scient), as in I, 1, 1, p. 79, line 2: “Brahman [= Isvara], which is all- 
knowing and endowed with all powers, whose essential nature is eter- 
nal purity, intelligence, and freedom, exists.” [asti tivad brahma 
nityasuddhabuddhamuktasvabhavam, Sarvajfiam, sarvasaktisamanvi- 
tam]. In I, 1, 2, p. 86, line 2, itis said about. Brahman_Iévara-that-It 
(He) is the omniscient and omnipotent cause of the arising, conserva- 
tion and destruction of the world; the same idea is expressed in I, 1, 5, 
p. 161, lines 2-3. Sankara, commenting the aphorism III, 2, 16, p. 709, 
says: “And Scripture [Sruti] declares [in Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad 
IV, 5, 13, which the commentary immediately quotes] that Brahman 
consists of intelligence, is devoid of any other characteristics, and is 
altogether without difference; ‘As a mass of salt has neither inside nor 
outside, but is altogether a mass of taste, thus, indeed, has that Self 
[Atman; we must understand: Brahman] neither inside nor outside, 
but is altogether a mass of knowledge (Bri.Up. IV,5,13). That means: 
That Self [Atman] has neither inside nor outside any characteristic 
form but intelligence; simple non-differentiated intelligence constitu- 
tes its nature; just as a lump of salt has inside as well as outside one 
and the same saltish taste, not any other taste.” [aha ca Sruti§ cai- 
tanyamatram vilaksanariipantararahitam nirvisesam brahma — ‘sa 
yatha saindhavaghano ’nantaro ’bahyah krtsno rasaghana evaivam va 
are yam 4tma ’nantaro ’bahyah krtsnah prajfianaghana eva’ (Brhada- 
ranyaka-Upanisad IV, 5, 13) iti. etad uktam bhavati - nasyatmano 
‘ntar bahir va caitanyad anyad riipam asti, caitanyam eva tu niranta- 
ram asya svaripam. yatha saindhavaghanasya antar bahi§ ca 
lavanarasa eva nirantaro bhavati na rasantaram tathaiveti]. In other 
passages directly referred to the Lord (as for instance: IL, 3, 30, p. 
611, lines 8-9) the treatise affirms: “For in attempting to determine 
the object of the Vedanta-texts we meet with no other intelligent sub- 
stance but the one omniscient Lord whose nature is eternal Jreedom.” 
[na hi nityamuktasvaripat sarvajiiad igvarad anyas cetano dhatur 
dvitiyo vedantarthaniripanayam upalabhyate]. In his commentary to 
Badarayana’s aphorism I, 3, 19, p. 307, lines 7-8, Sankara refers to the 
“only one highest Lord ever unchanging, whose substance is cogni- 
tion.” [eka eva parameévarah kitasthanityo vijfianadhatur]. 
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Other attributes of the Lord 


The preceding quoted texts point out some other attributes of the 
Lord: omnipotent [sarvasakti] (1, 1, 2, p. 86, line 2), eternal, pure, 
intelligent, free [nitya-suddha-buddha-mukta] (1, 1, 1, p. 79, line 2). 
To these attributes others can be added: Lord of all, Atman of all, one, 
without a second [sarvesvara, sarvatman, eka, advitiya] (1, 4, 14, p. 
400, lines 2-3); omnipresent [sarvadesesu vidyamdnatvat] (I, 2, 7, p. 
235, line 13); always perfect [nityasiddha] (I, 1, 5, p. 171, line 7); 
inalterable [kiitastha] (I, 3, 19, p. 307, line 10); lacking any defect, 
evil thing or impurity [sarvadosair alipta] (1, 2, 13, p. 247, line 4); 
does not require something on which to lean upon, is established in 
his own greatness, pervades everything [andadhara, svamahimapra- 
tisthita, sarvavyapin] (I, 1, 20, p. 194, line 1); nobody is equal to Him, 
nobody superior [na tatsamas cabhyadikaé ca] (quotation) I, 1, 5, p. 
171, line 11); is the motor principle of everything [sarvam pravar- 
tayet] (II, 2, 2, p. 494, lines 9-10); matrix (origin) of all beings 
[bhiitayoni] (1, 2, 21, p. 258, lines 1 and 13); His essence is happiness 
[ananda] (1, 1, 13-14, p. 181 passim; I, 3, 9, p. 282, line 9). 


Final reflection 


As a conclusion and as a result of the previous remarks, we can 
add to the qualifications of “monism” and “idealism”, that we have 
applied to the system of Sankara in the beginning of this article, those 
of “illusionism”, “dynamic illusionism” and “perspectivism”, which 
give an idea of the originality and novelty of one of the major thinkers 
of India. 
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